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The recent earthquake and consequent tsunamis in South Asia has placed the world’s focus on
international aid and the way it is delivered.

Media focus since then has been on non-government organisations and how they use the
money donated by the public. Whilst the public generosity has been remarkable, donating over
$260 million" to date, little critical thought has been given to the Australian government’s
response.

Australia has a long history of supporting the interests of Australian business through its
aid program.
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Who gets the aid dollars?

The most recent AusAlID statistics illustrate the trend for the majority of Australian aid contracts
to go to a small number of Australian companies. As the figures above illustrate, although these
companies are involved in a minority of the actual contracts (less than 14%), they are still
receiving over 50% of the value of all ongoing contracts.

Key players in the business of aid delivery are ACIL, SAGRIC, Hassall and GRM. Together they
are managing over $1 billion of aid contracts — more than the Australian government has
pledged to the tsunami-hit area of Aceh.

Aid for profit

These businesses operate on a “for profit” basis and continue to make huge money out of what
most Australians believe is a humanitarian exercise. They also operate under “commercial in
confidence” clauses that mean that very little information about their activity is on the public
record.

' ACFID, Asia Earthquake and Tsunamis Appeal Guide. http://www.acfid.asn.au/campaigns/asiaearthquake.htm
Feb 18th 2005.




Sagric, the second largest aid recipient, with almost $300 million of contracts ongoing in
2003/04, were bought out by another large aid contractor and publicly listed company, Coffey
Pty Ltd, in March 2000. In 2003-04 Coffey shareholders made over $4.3 million? from its
international development business, largely funded by Australian taxpayers. Kerry Packer, one
of Australia’s richest men, also reaps huge benefits from the aid program through his company
GRM, with contracts approaching $200 million.

Australian aid to PNG: the boomerang that keeps on coming back

Top 6 recipients of AusAID contracts 2003/04 in PNG' P.apur'a New GU|neg,’
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years.

The Australian government blames everyone else for this failure, yet takes no responsibility
itself. Corruption is an issue in PNG but there remains little recognition that the majority of funds
that have greased the wheels of corruption have come from Australia.

What Australian aid money has done in PNG is produce a band of Australian consultants and
businesses that make huge dollars from the delivery of aid. A recent OECD publication noted
that 25% of the substantial allocation Australia makes to the health sector in PNG (the AusAID
funded HIV/AIDS project is budgeted at $60 million alone) is used up in wages and costs for
foreign staff (222 of 264 staff were from outside PNG)?. The report also warns that the reliance
on expatriate staff increases the risk of lack of ownership for projects and undermining the
potential for PNG expertise to develop.

In the light of such evidence, it appears that the victims of the Asian tsunami may not be the
primary beneficiaries of Australia’s aid commitment to the region.
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is an independent watchdog that monitors and campaigns on Australian
overseas aid and trade policies and programs. We work to ensure aid funding
reaches the right people, communities and their environments.
You can find out more or pledge your support at:
Website: http://aidwatch.org.au Email: aidwatch@aidwatch.org.au
Phone: +61 2 9557 8944
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